The main aim of this study was to develop a short questionnaire to assess work-related well-being 
INTRODUCTION
Good work from the organizational behaviour perspective is nowadays an ample research area. Work-related well-being has been studied since the 1930s [1] . Although a relationship between good work and work-related well-being has long been recognized [2] , employees in similar environments react differently [3] . There are ample definitions of work-related well-being depending on the discipline [4] . The phenomenon of work-related well-being is depicted in various concepts as well-being at work, work engagement and job satisfaction [5] . Work engagement is, e.g., a positive, motivational reaction towards the job that is characterized by vigour, dedication and absorption [6] .
At workplaces considerations are often restricted to only one dimension of work-related well-being, such as job satisfaction, which is an important dimension of employee well-being [7] . For example, in economics work-related wellbeing is equated with job satisfaction, but in health sciences work job satisfaction is only one dimension of work-related well-being. Workrelated well-being is typically studied from the perspectives of work stress seeing the workplace as a static, not as a changing place [8] . Both organizational factors such as organizational climate and intrinsic factors like work ability, experiences of work flow, and personality, including optimism and self-confidence affect work-related well-being. Organizational climate is closely related to work-related well-being [9] . Recent studies have demonstrated that personal resources such as optimism are related to work engagement [10] . Work engagement is an emerging psychological concept [12] .
The relation between personal and job resources is reciprocal [10] . Organizations which find their personnel a valuable resource are interested in the good health and wellbeing of the employees in addition to their work performance [13] . Crucial concepts of organizational factors like organizational climate include autonomy, clarity of organizational goals, efficiency, effort, formalization, innovation and flexibility, integration, outward focus, participation, performance feedback, pressure to produce, quality, reflexivity, supervisory support, tradition, training and welfare [14, 15] . Work ability, which consists of work demands and individual resources, is a key concept of employee well-being [16] . Individual factors of work-related well-being include mainly health [17] , work ability [18] , perceived stress [19] , mental well-being [20] , job satisfaction [21] , work flow [22] , personality [23] , self-esteem [24] and optimism [25] . According to Bakker and Schaufeli, employees who experience work engagement are mentally and physically healthier [26] .
Employee well-being can be approached from both positive and negative perspectives. Work-related well-being is commonly dis cussed negatively in terms of symptoms, not preventively, which is a key principle developing work-related well-being [27] . Recently workrelated well-being has largely been defined through negative emotions [29] like burnout, dissatisfaction and anxiety instead of positive emotions like work engagement. Burnout is a traditional, negative approach to well-being, while work engagement represents positive psychology [29] . Work-related well-being research [30] is more and more based on positive psychology studying employee well-being positively, e.g., with the Job Demands-Resources model (JD-R) [31] .
JD-R, in which work characteristics are divided into demands and resources, is one of the most common models for measuring work engagement [32] . Job resources refer to organizational, physical, psychological and social aspects of the job that are functional in achieving work-related goals, reducing demands, stimulating personal growth and development [12] . In addition, job resources affect job performance, decrease the negative consequences of work demands and promote learning at the workplace [12, 32] . In Mankaʼs study personal growth motivation was shown to consist of the organization, group work, work and the individual [33] . The climate for personal growth at the organization was based on supervisory support, development opportunities and dignity of the work, communality and team spirit [33] . Job demands are psychological, physical, social or organizational characteristics of work requiring physical and mental effort from the employee.
Other measures in a positive approach are happiness [34] , personality [34] , optimism [35] and eustress [36] . The positive work stress approach should also be studied more [37] . In general, work-related well-being is a subjective experience of an employee, which is influenced by work, an individualʼs life and life history [38] . In short, employee work-related well-being can be understood as emotional, psychological and physical well-being and health behaviour [39] .
Individuals react differently to stressors during organizational changes [40] . The outcomes of organizational and individual well-being are connected: a good organizational climate offers good prospects for work flow like absorption,
work enjoyment, intrinsic motivation and lifelong learning. Supervisory support, clarity of organizational goals, innovation and flexibility, and performance feedback are also necessary [15] . Empirical studies have shown that good work offers the opportunity to derive motivation from the work itself. Job resources are autonomy, social support, performance feedback and opportunities to learn. These resources are also significant because of their motivational qualities [41] .
Moreover, individuals interpret the workplace in light of their own individual experiences. Subjective well-being consists of coping with work, growth motivation and competence [42] . Older employees report better work-related wellbeing than younger employees [4] . Younger employees suffer from stress more than older employees [43] . On the other hand, there are no significant differences between young and old employees nor between men and women [44] . This refers to the impact of organizational climate and intrinsic factors like work ability, work flow and personality on the understanding of work-related well-being.
Safety and health at work are a basis for workrelated well-being. Changes in organizational structures and work habits emphasize the need to research work-related well-being. The Finnish Occupational Safety Act (738/2002) stresses the obligation of an employee regarding recognising risk identification and assessment at work [45] . The main ways of measuring are questionnaires, interviews and psychophysiological measurements [4, 14, 15] . Research in the field of work-related well-being is typically focused on narrow items rather than overviews of work-related well-being [2] as a subjective, work-based experience. According to Mäkitalo, most previous studies focused only on a few resources measuring work-related wellbeing [46] . Because of this, work-related wellbeing studies should preferably investigate how various types of job and personal resources relate to work engagement [10] . Mobile web-based questionnaires make it easier to perform reliable field test concerning work well-being [11] .
Objectives
The main aim of this study was to develop a short version the work-related well-being questionnaire based on earlier studies according to a literature review to assess in a positive way work-related well-being among volunteers. A limitation of much of the existing research on perceived work-related well-being is that studies have tended to focus on only a few variables of work-related well-being, such as work satisfaction. The subjects answered the questionnaire and repeated the questionnaire again in 3 weeks to test the repeatability of the questionnaire.
MATERIAL AND METHODS
To identify pertinent studies for the comprehensive questionnaire we focused on key dimensions of work-related well-being: organizational climate and individual factors. We searched in MEDLINE and CINAHL 1 for relevant articles published in English in 1982-2008. Used keywords were psychological well-being and wellness at work, well-being at work, workrelated well-being and occupational health. We also reviewed reference lists in relevant published articles and books. The work-related well-being questionnaire consisted of two parts. The subjects reported work-related well-being including both organization al climate and individual factors in the 147-item questionnaire. The organizational climate measure [14, 15] consisted of 82 items in 17 categories. The categories of organizational climate items were autonomy (5 items), clarity of organizational goals (5 items), efficiency (4 items), effort (5 items), formalization (5 items), innovation and flexibility (6 items), integration (5 items), outward focus (5 items), participation (6 items), performance feedback (5 items), pressure to produce (5 items), quality (4 items), reflexivity (5 items), supervisory support (5 items), tradition (4 items), training (4 items) and welfare (4 items). Organizational climate was measured on a scale from 1 (definitely false) to 4 (definitely true).
The intrinsic work-related well-being items consisted of 65 items in 10 categories. Health was measured with three items on a scale from 0 (poor) to 10 (excellent) [17] . Stress was measured with a question by Elo [13] . The scale was from 0 (no stress at all) to 10 (lots of stress). Mental and physical work ability was measured with a short version of the work ability index with 2 items [18] . The scale was from 0 (poor) to 10 (excellent). Mental wellbeing was measured with 12 items from the general health questionnaire [20] . The scale was from 0 (better than usual) to 3 (much more than usual). Work satisfaction was measured with a 2-item, 5-point scale based on Hackmanʼs Work Diagnostic Survey [21] . The items measured general work satisfaction on a scale from 0 (very unsatisfied) to 10 (very satisfied). Flow at work was assessed with the WOrk-reLated (WOLF) Flow scale [22] . The WOLF includes 14 items measuring absorption (4 items), work enjoyment (4 items) and intrinsic work motivation (6 items). The participants were asked to indicate how often they had each of the experiences during the preceding week (0-never, 7-always). Personality was measured with Ojanenʼs question naire with 9 items [23] . The scale was from 0 (very little) to 10 (exceedingly). Self-confidence was measured with the self-image ques tionnaire by Rosenberg with 10 items using a scale from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree) [24] . Optimism was measured with Scheierʼs questionnaire with 12 items [25] . The scale was from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly disagree).
In the present study, 176 volunteer employees (62 males and 114 females) responded to a comprehensive work-related well-being question naire. The response rate was 55% (176/320). Participants were employees from the public and private sector in Tampere region. Participants were informed about the purpose of the study and asked to participate voluntarily. The questionnaire and instructions were provided to each employee individually. The subjects had the option to respond on paper or electronically to the web-based questionnaire. The participants worked as managers, researchers, teachers, registered nurses, academic assistants and engineers. Tables 1-28 show the results of the principal component analyses concerning the 147 items. Items a1-a5 elicited autonomy (α = .794), in which the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was .776 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 294 (df = 10, p < .001) indicated that the samples met the criteria for factor analysis. The one-factor solution explained 56% of the total variance ( Table 1) . Items a1 and a4 had the highest loadings on this factor (factor loadings .828 and .845). Inter-item correlations varied from .20 to .64; they were lowest between questions a3 and a5 and highest between questions a3 and a4. The lowest correlations (<.4) were associated with question a5. This one-factor solution created item 1 "Management trusts on people and lets them make their own decisions". Items c6-c10 elicited clarity of organizational goals (α = .815), in which the KMO measure was .830 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 264 (df = 10, p < .001). Table 2 shows the results of the one-factor solution, which explained 58% of the total variance. All inter-item correlations between questions c6-c10 were over .40; they were highest (r = .55) between questions c9 and c10. This one-factor solution created item 2 "People have a good understanding of what the organization is doing". Table 3 shows one-factor solution of items e11-e14, on efficiency, explaining 68% of the total variance. Cronbachʼs α was .839, the KMO measure was .780 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity value 282 (df = 6, p < .001). Inter-item correlations between questions e11-e14 varied from .49 (between questions e12 and e13) to .71 (between questions e11 and e14). This onefactor solution created item 3 "Time and money could be saved if work were better planned and organised".
RESULTS
Items e15-e19 elicited effort (α = .775), in which the KMO measure was .747 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 253 (df = 10, p < .001). Table 4 shows the results of the one-factor solution. Interitem correlations were lowest (r = .21) between questions e15 and e19 and highest (r = .56) between questions e16 and e18. The first factor explained 54% of the total variance. Question e18 had the highest loading on this factor (communality .709). This one-factor solution created item 4 "People are prepared to make their best to do a good job".
Items f20-f24 elicited a formalization (α = .807), in which the KMO measure was .827 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 252 (df = 10, p < .001). Table 5 shows the results of the onefactor solution, which explain 57% of the total variance. Inter-item correlations varied from .35 between questions f20 and f24 to .58 between questions f22 and f24. This one-factor solution created item 5 "It is necessary to follow rules to get the work done".
Items i25-i30 elicited innovation and flexibility (α = .871). The KMO measure of the onefactor solution, which explained 61% of the total variance, was .879 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 452 (df = 15, p < .001) ( Table 6 ). Question i26 had highest loading on this factor (communality .682). The lowest interitem correlation (r = .41) was found between questions i25 and i27. Most correlation coefficients varied between .53 and .57. This onefactor solution created item 6 "The organization is quick to respond when changes need to be made".
Items i31-i35 elicited integration (α = .805), in which the KMO measure was .737 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 296 (df = 10, p < .001). Interitem correlations varied from .27 (questions i31 and i34) to .66 (questions i31 and i35). The results of the one-factor solution explained 56% of the total variance (Table 7) . Question i33 had highest loading on this factor (communality .609). This one-factor solution created item 7 "People are prepared to share information with each other".
The KMO measure was .822 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 323 (df = 10, p < .001) of items o36-o40, which elicited outward focus (α = .837). The results of the one-factor solution explained 61% of the total variance (Table 8) . Inter-item correlations between questions varied from .38 to .68. This one-factor solution created item 8 "The customer service is being continuously improved". Items p41-46 elicited participation (α = .850), in which the KMO measure was .838 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 424 (df = 15, p < .001). The lowest inter-item correlation (r = .33) was found between questions p42 and p43 and the highest (r = .70) between questions p43 and p44. The one-factor solution explained 57% of the total variance (Table 9 ). This onefactor solution created item 9 "People feel decisions are frequently made without talking to the people involved".
Items p47-p51 elicited performance feedback (α = .735), in which the KMO measure was .775 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 196 (df = 10, p < .001). Questions p50 and p51 did not correlate well between other questions; correlation coefficients varied from .24 to .39. Other correlations varied from .45 to .58. The results of the one-factor solution explained 50% of the total variance (Table 10 ). This onefactor solution created item 10 "People receive feedback on the quality of their work".
Items p52-p56 elicited pressure to produce with α = .845, the KMO measure .859 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 323 (df = 10, p < .001). All inter-item correlations were between .47 and .57. The one-factor solution explained 62% of the total variance (Table 11) . This one-factor solution created item 11 "The pace of work here is quite relaxed".
Items q57-q60 elicited quality (α = .732), in which the KMO measure was .700 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 237 (df = 6, p < .001). Low inter-item correlations were found between questions q57 and q60, between q58 and q60, and between q59 and q60 (.15, .24 and .23, respectively). Other correlations were quite high, from .56 to .76 between questions q57 and q58. Question q58 had the highest loading on this factor (communality .801), but question q60 loaded quite poorly (.389) to factor with communality (.152). The one-factor solution explained 59% of the total variance (Table 12) . This one-factor solution created item 12 "Quality is taken very seriously".
The one-factor solution of items r61-r65 elicited reflexivity. Cronbachʼs α was .802, the KMO measure .772 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 277 (df = 10, p < .001). Inter-item correlations varied from .33 to .64 between questions r61-r65. The factor explained 56% of the total variance (Table 13) . Question r62 had the highest loading on this factor (communality .847). This one-factor solution created item 13 "The methods used by the organization to get the job done are often discussed".
Items s66-s70 elicited supervisory support (α = .858), in which the KMO measure was .859 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 371 (df = 10, p < .001). Inter-item correlations were moderate, between .41 and .66. The results of the one-factor solution explained 64% of the total variance (Table 14) . Question s70 had the highest loading on this factor (communality .745). This onefactor solution created item 14 "Supervisors show good understanding and guidance to the people who work for them".
Items t71-t74 elicited tradition (α = .865), in which the KMO measure was .807 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 323 (df = 6, p < .001). Interitem correlations were homogenous between .57 and .66. This one-factor solution explained 71% of the total variance (Table 15 ). This onefactor solution created item 15 "The way this organization does things changes slowly".
Items t75-t78 elicited training (α = .747), in which the KMO measure was .738 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 168 (df = 6, p < .001) Inter-item correlations of question t78 were low (under .39) between other questions. Other correlations were between .50 and .57. This one-factor explained 58% of the total variance (Table 16 ). This onefactor solution created one-factor item 16 "The company gives people training they need to do their job".
Items w79-w82 elicited welfare (α = .780), in which the KMO measure was .697 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 293 (df = 6, p < .001). Interitem correlation between questions w79 and w82 was low (r = .18). Other correlation coefficients varied from .40 to .56. The results of the onefactor solution explained 64% of the total variance. Question w81 had the highest loading on this factor (communality .857) (Table 17) . This one-factor solution created item 17 "Our company cares about its employees". Items wa83-wa85 elicited health (α = .749), in which the KMO measure was .618 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 149 (df = 3, p < .001). Interitem correlation was quite low between questions wa83 and wa85 (r = .40) and between questions wa84 and wa85 (r = .37), but quite high between questions wa83 and wa84 (r = .71). This factor explained 67% of the total variance (Table 18 ). This one-factor solution created item 18 "How do you evaluate your health compared to that of people of the same age?".
Items wa86-wa87 elicited mental and physical work ability (α = .449), in which the KMO measure was .500 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 15 (df = 1, p < .001). The inter-item correlation between questions was low (r = .29). The factor explained 65% of the total variance. This onefactor solution shown in Table 19 created item 19 "How do you estimate your current work ability?"
Question wa88 (Mdn 6; interquartile range from 3 to 7) alone constructed item 20 "Do you nowadays feel stress like a person who feels strain, nervousness, distress or loses much sleep due to worry?" Items smw89-smw100 elicited mental wellbeing (α = .901), in which the KMO measure was .910 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 1084 (df = 66, p < .001). Inter-item correlations between questions varied from .24 (questions smw91 and smw100) to .71 (questions smw98 and smw99). Table 20 shows the results of the varimax rotation of the three-factor solution. The first rotated factor explained 24%, the second factor 24% and the third factor explained 20% of the total variance. Question smw100 had only a weak association with the first factor. This threefactor solution created items 21-23: factor 1 "Have you been able to enjoy your normal day to day activities without strain?" as item 21, factor 2 "Have you been thinking of yourself as a worthless person?" as item 23 and factor 3 "Have you recently felt capable of making decisions about things?" as item 22 .
Items js101-js102 elicited work satisfaction (α = .812, inter-item correlation .69), in which the KMO measure was .500 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 110 (df = 1, p < .001). The factor explained 84% of the total variance (Table 21 ).
This one-factor solution created item 24 "Generally I am very satisfied with my job".
Items wf103-wf106 elicited work absorption (α = .869), in which the KMO measure was .813 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 377 (df = 6, p < .001). Inter-item correlations between questions varied from .48 to .77. The results of the one-factor solution explained 73% of the total variance (Table 22 ). This solution created item 25 "When I am working, I forget everything else around me".
Items we107-we110 elicited work enjoyment in work (α = .943), in which the KMO measure was .864 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 645 (df = 6, p < .001). Inter-item correlations between questions were quite high, from .74 to .86. The results of the one-factor solution explained 86% of the total variance (Table 23 ). It created item 26 "I do my work with a lot of enjoyment".
Items iwm111-iwm116 elicited intrinsic work motivation (α = .841), in which the KMO measure was .832 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 421 (df = 15, p < .001). Inter-item correlations between questions were moderate, from .33 to .69. The results of the one-factor solution explained 57% of the total variance (Table 24) . This factor solution created item 27 "I do my work for the pleasure that it brings me". Items p117-p125 elicited personality (α = .735), in which the KMO measure was .773 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 370 (df = 36, p < .001). Inter-item correlations varied from .02 to .42 between questions p120 and p125. Correlations between questions p117, p118 and p119 were between .53 and .70. Table 25 show the results of varimax rotation of the three-factor solution. The first rotated factor explained 31% of the total variance, the second factor 18% and the third factor 13% of the total variance. This three-factor solution created item 28 "I am confident that I can manage even demanding tasks" as factor 1, item 30 "I feel easy and relaxed about things" as factor 2 and item 29 "I control my own life and I am not driven by random chance" as factor 3.
Items s126-s135 elicited self-confidence (α = .837), in which the KMO Table 26 shows the results of the varimax rotation of the two-factor solution. The first factor explained 28% and the second factor 27% of the total variance. Question s130 had only weak loading on both two factors. The first factor created item 31 "I feel positive about myself" and second factor created item 32 "Every now and then I feel useless".
Items o136-o147 elicited optimism (α = .761), in which the KMO measure was .786 and Bartlettʼs test of sphericity 468 (df = 66, p < .001) Table 27 shows the results of varimax rotation of the three-factor solution. The first factor explained 24%, the second factor 20% and the third factor explained 10% of the total variance. This three-factor solution created item 33 "I always look on the bright side of things". The questionsʼ inter-item correlations were loaded to the first factor. These factors varied between .29 and .55. Results of factors 2 and 3 were not included in the shorter questionnaire, because factor 2 was opposite to factor 1 and the results of factor 3 were not important for good work-related well-being.
On the basis of the 147-item questionnaire, a 33-item questionnaire was developed with principal component analysis ( Table 28 ). The repeatability of the shorter questionnaire was good and most κ values were .50-.94 (n = 19, p < .001, α = .91). Time and money could be saved if work were better planned and organised. 4 People are prepared to make their best to do a good job. 5
It is necessary to follow rules to get the work done. 6 The organization is quick to respond when changes need to be made. 7
People are prepared to share information with each other. 8
The customer service is being continuously improved. 9
People feel decisions are frequently made without talking to the people involved. 10 People receive feedback on the quality of their work. 11 The pace of work here is quite relaxed. 12 Quality is taken very seriously. 13 The methods used by the organization to get the job done are often discussed. 14 Supervisors show good understanding and guidance to the people who work for them. 15 The way this organization does things changes slowly. 16 The company gives people training they need to do their job. 
DISCUSSION
A short and reliable work-related well-being questionnaire was the main result of the study. The shorter version was developed for the mobile and Internet questionnaires. From the extensive questionnaire the shorter questionnaire with 33 items was developed by principal component analysis. In the current study, the phenomenon of work-related well-being was investigated among volunteers in a heterogeneous study population representing different occupations. The questionnaire is suitable for the Internet and mobile questionnaire applications.
There are some limitations to the present study. One central part of work-related wellbeing, namely the work environment, was not researched. Because of the extensive questionnaire in this study we focused only on organizational and intrinsic factors. Due to the small sample size occupations could not be classified. The generalizability of this study may be limited to some extent by the nature of the size of the sample. In addition, most participants were women.
Despite some limitations, there are significant strengths in this study. We developed a compact instrument that would be sufficient for measuring work-related well-being. Peto, Jenkinson, Fitzpatrick, et al. reported a closely related study but the main difference is that they generated questionnaire items from interviews [48] . On the other hand, Hayes, Perander, Smecko, et al. developed a 50-item instrument for assessing work safety based on a literature review as in this study [49] . The long questionnaire makes it possible to identify work-related wellbeing concerning intrinsic and organizational factors. The data for this study were gathered in combination with multiple variables to quantify work-related well-being. The original items were based on reported questionnaires. The items described organizational and intrinsic factors of work-related well-being.
In addition, further studies should also include promotion of work-related well-being [50] and items on the work environment. The latter should cover occupational climate [51, 52] , indoor climate [53, 54] , working conditions and work postures [55] .
It is obvious that employees do not want to answer long questionnaires. Therefore, a shorter questionnaire may increase the response rate and the results may represent the target population better. It is also easier to research work-related well-being at workplaces and inform organizations and employees about the levels of work-related well-being using more competent questionnaires. In addition, short well-being questionnaires enable administering questionnaires via mobile phones and the Internet. A short well-being questionnaire also enables measuring longitudinal well-being [56] .
In conclusion, from our results we were able to determine that the shorter, 33-item version of the original 147-item questionnaire well estimates the perspectives on work-related well-being. The applications of our results, like mobile work-related well-being questionnaires, may encourage organizations to evaluate workrelated well-being at workplaces. In addition, items should be researched in a larger population. Measuring changes over time, e.g., with weekly mobile questionnaires, may be more helpful in identifying the complex phenomenon of workrelated well-being.
